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Recommendation and Rationale on Legislative Modifications

At the October 2003 NRB meeting in Baraboo an informational presentation was made regarding three
areas of concern that the Senate Environment and Natural Resource Committee identified in the mercury
rule adopted in June 2003. The presentation was to provide a foundation for the NRB to consider
modifications to the rule to address these concerns. The staff recommendation presented for
consideration at the October meeting was as follows:

*  Authorize the Secretary to send a letter to the Chairs of the Assembly Natural Resources Committee
and the Senate Environment and Natural Resources Committee that addresses rule modifications in
three areas of concern expressed by the Senate committee.

* Approve modifications to the provisions in the rules that address Periodic Evaluation and
Reconciliation Reports to the NRB — The potential Jor duplication when a federal emission standard
is implemented.

* Decline to consider modifications in two other areas of concern identified by the Senate committee —
The ability of utilities to achieve an 80 percent reduction by 2015 with current available technology
and The exclusion of a comprehensive emission credits and trading program.

The ability of utilities to achieve an 80 percent reduction by 2015 with current available technology.

ISSUE: Wisconsin utilities oppose an 80% reduction hecause they believe that technology is not
available now to reach that reduction level. Industry opposes any commitment that isn’t a federal
requirerent.

NRB RECOMMENDATION: Do not change the 80% reduction requirement.

RATIONALE: .

e The adopted rules establish a final 80% reduction requirement by January 1, 2015, based on a
technical analysis that demonstrates that the application of the most promising mercury control
technology for Wisconsin’s major utilities can achieve an overall 88% reduction from a baseline
based on mercury content in the coal.

* Information from the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI), the most prominent research institute
for the nation’s electric utilities, served as the basis for our technology assessment and cost analysis.

* USEPA and DOE have a major development program underway with the goal of having cost-
effective mercury control technology available for electric utility boilers that can achieve 90%
reductions by 2010,

* At their Pleasant Prairie Plant, WE Energies pilot tested activated carbon injection with success.
They are now initiating a full-scale test of the surrogate technology we assumed in our rule (activated
carbon injection with dedicated fabric filter) at their Presque Isle Plant in Michigan.

* This level of mercury emission reductions in the rule is designed to be met without requiring fizel
switching to natural gas, however fuel switching is a compliance choice.

* The schedule for achieving mercury reductions anticipates and minimizes threats to electric
reliability.

¢  The periodic rule evaluations will adjust the required reduction levels if necessary. There are three
evaluations that are scheduled at critical points in the compliance schedule.

The exclusion of a comprehensive emission credits and trading program,

ISSUE: Trading opportunities were scaled back in the rule adopted in June 2003, The proposed rule
allowed emission credits to be created from all industrial sources and from the collection of mercury

13 -

November 17, 2003 1




s State statutes do not allow us to have a state standard more restrictive,
¢ There is simply no possibility of duplication.

November 17, 2003 3



NR 446.12 Periodic evaluation and reconciliation reports. (1) The department staff shall
submit reports to the natural resources board by January 1, 2006, by January 1, 2009 and by January 1,
2013. Each report shall include:

(a)An evaluation of the scientific and technology developments in relation to the control or
reduction of mercury emissions.

(b} An ;:vaiuarion of whether the requirements of s. NR 446.06 are achievable, given the scientific

and technological developments.

{c) Recommendations for revisions to this subchapter or other actions based on the scientific and
techniological developments.

(d) Anassessment of the impact of the compliance alternatives on mercury concentrations in
Ioéally affected water bodies.

(2) In addition to the reports required under sub. (1), the department staff shall report to the
natural resources board within 6 3 months of the date of the praposal or the promulgation of a federal
regulation under section 112 of thé Act or the enactment of a federal law that has mercury reduction

requirements for mercury emission sources affected by this subchapter. The report shall include:

(a} A comparison of the requirements. If the EPA adminisuator proposes or promuleates 4

federal repulation under section 112 of the Act. the comparison shall include an analvsis of whether this

subchapier should be submitted for EPA approval as a substitute for the section | 12 revulation,

(bj Recommendations for revisions to this subchapter or other actions to reconcile the

»

requirements.

(3) The natural resources board shall review these reports and, if they include recommendations

for rule revisions or other actions, determine whether the department should proceed with actions based on

the recommendations.

Diraft presented at the October 22, 2003, Natural Resources Board meeting



Background on Mercury Rule Development

Citizen Petition - On May 18, 2000, the Department received a citizen petition to adopt administrative
rules requiring reductions in mercury air emissions from the Targest sources of emissions in the state. The
petition was signed by a broad spectrum of stakeholders including lake associations, fishing groups,
public interest groups, physicians, environmental organizations, and legislators of both political parties.
In September 2000, the petition was amended to request a change from 90% mercury reduction by the
year 2015 to a 90% reduction by the year 2010, In December 2000 the Natural Resources Board granted
the petition through a resolution that authorized the development of proposed rules.

Advisory Groups - In June 2001, the Natural Resources Board authorized public hearings for proposed
rules. Department staff conducted five public hearimgs in the fall of 2001. The Department received over
2,000 letters in support of the rule and over 60 detailed written responses were submitted during the
comment period. After the comment peried a Citizen Advisory Committee and Technical Advisory
Group were formed to review significant issues and attempt to develop a consensus resolution, and if that
was not possible, a list of options to resolve these issues. These advisory groups met {or nine months in
facilitated meetings and completed a report in September 2002. All principal stakeholders participated in
these two groups.

Significant Issues — The issues of significant identified by stakeholders and discussed extensively in the
advisory groups included:

The schedule and level of mercury emission reductions for major utilities.

The potential for the proposal to affect electric reliability.

Industry’s responsibility to limit mercury air emissions.

The environmental benefit of reductions.

The interaction of the proposed rule with potential federal requirements yet to be enacted.

1

Adoption - The Department made significant changes to the proposed rule to address most of the
significant issues (see the attached table). In June 2003, the Natural Resources Board unanimously
adopted the proposed mercury reduction rule that included a mercury reduction schedule of 40% by 2010
and 80% by 2015,

Mercury Control Technology — Mercury control technology for an electric utility boilers is on the
threshold of commercial application. USEPA and DOE are conducting a major development program
with the goal of having cost-effective mercury control technology for electric utility boilers that can
achieve 90% reductions by 2010. The Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) is a partner in the
USEPA and DOE efforts. Preliminary results from this development program confirm that the
“surrogate” technology evaluated by the Department in the development of the mercury rule could
effectively provide 90% or greater reduction for all coal types. WE Energies has initiated a full-scale test
of the surrogate technology (activated carbon injection with dedicated fabric filter) at their Presque Isle
Plant in Michigan. This is a five-year program that will be considered in the periodic evaluations
established in the rules to look at the reduction requirements and other provisions in the rules. There are
three evaluations scheduled — January 2006, January 2009, and January 2013.

November 17, 2003



Contreversial Areas Addressed in the Adopted Rules

Proposed Rule — June 2001

Adopted Rule June - 2003

Mercury Emission
Reductions

Major utilities must reduce their
mercury air emissions in three steps
over a fifteen ~year period - 30% five
years, 50% in ten years and 90% in
fifteen years.

Reduction requirements modified to a
two-step mercury reduction
requirement over a twelve-year period
with an initial reduction at seven years
of 40% and a final reduction at twelve
years of 80% based on mercury
content of the fuel.

Baseline
Determination

Baseline emissions determined by a
procedure that includes evaluation of
historical mercury air emissions. This
requirement affects major utilities
(>100 pounds per year) and other
significant sources (>10 pounds per

year}.

Only major utilitics are required to set
baseline emissions. Procedure
simplified and supports methodology
favored by utilities — fuel mercury
content and recent coal use are the
basis for baseline determination. The
need for historical data is minimized
and this method avoids the issues of
determining current equipment
performance and lack of credit for
recent changes at a facility.

Emission Cap

Emussion cap is placed on sources
with mercury emissions greater than
10 pounds per year.

Only major utilities will have a
mercury emission cap.

Trading

Enussion reduction credits can be
used by major utilitics to meet
reduction requirements in the rules.
These are credits that are created by
pollution reduction projects initiated
by industrial and commercial sources
or by mercury containing product
collection program.

Trading provisions limited to utility
sector only. Additional analyses have
determined that you cannot accurately
measure the amount of credit from a
product collection program or
reduction at a source of process
ermissions.

Additionally, the amount of credit that
was 1mitially felt to be available from
industrial combustion sources is much
less than anticipated. One source,
Vulean, may be in a position to set the
market price.

Offsets

New utility sources that have mercury
emissions greater than 10 pounds per

year are required to obfain offsets at a
ratio of 1.5 to 1.0.

Offset requirement eliminated. New
sources with mercury emissions
greater than 10 pounds must apply
control technology.

MNovember 17, 2003




Periodic Evaluation and Potential Rule Adjustment

Required at three times before the final mercury reduction requirement. Evaluation reports to the NRB
are required January 1, 2006, January 1, 2009 and January 1, 2013. We plan on convening a stakeholder
advisory panel to participate in each evaluation,

Each evaluation will focus on the effectiveness and costs of mercury control technology for existing coal-
fired utility boilers. Recommendations for rule changes could result. The mercury reduction requirement

could be adjusted, downward if control performance doesn’t meet expectation and upward if warranted by
cost and performance.

Reconciliation Reports

Report to the NRB to ensure that duplication does not occur between state and federal requirements.
These reports would be performed within 3 months of proposal or promulgation of a federal regulation.

Compliance Flexibility
1. Setting the Starting Point for Reductions
¢ Alternate years may be used to establish a baseline if the years of 2002, 2003 and 2004 are not
determined fo be representative years of operation.
* No penalty for actions already taken to reduce mercury emissions in establishing a baseline (e.g.
WP&L Rock River conversion to natural gas).

2. Meeting Emission Limits

Reduction requirements can be averaged throughout the entire system.
Utilities can choose their compliance approach (i.e. technology, retirement, fuel change, ete.).

*  Actions taken to reduce mercury emissions from the baseline count toward meeting the 2010 and
2015 reduction requirements (e.g. repowering WE Port W ashington),

3. Trading

¢ Excess emission reductions can be traded to achieve annual compliance,

D

f‘ﬁéMulti—pcfiutant Control E‘){Jg_}; M i N %ég’fmix,

p—

*  Pursuing a multi-pollutant approach may allow for relief from the 40% reduction requirement,

L

5 Mariance
(. varance
*  Allows an alternative reduction level or extended compliance deadline, or both, if technological
or economic barriers prevent a major utitity from meeting the reduction requirements in the rule
(the PSC is consulted regarding variance requests).
¢ [ 0. Electric Reliahility Waiver
e
* Provides a waiver from meeting a reduction requirement if an unforeseen event such as a fuel
supply disruption or an electrical supply emergency causes noncompliance.

November 19, 2003
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726 ST. CROIX 8T, SUITE 101, PRESCOTT, W1 54021 » (715) 262-9279 » 1.800.897-4161

AFFHLIATED WITH NATHINAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

Testimony before the Natural Resources Board
for Mercury Air Emission Reductions

- Good aftemoon Secretary Hassett, Mr. Vice-Chair and Members of the Board. The
Wisconsin Wildlife Federation would like to thank you for the opportunity to testify on

 this important new health regulation. The Wildlife Federation i the largest conservation
organization in Wisconsin made up of 82 hunting, fishing and trapping groups located
throughout the State of Wisconsin. We are also the Wisconsin affiliate of the National
Wildlife Federation. '

The Wisconsin Wildlife Federation was one of the initial petitioners for mercury
emission reduction rules. While we are testifying in support of the rule, in all candor, we

. believe that the rule does not go nearly far enough to protect Wisconsin citizens. We
respectfully request that you strengthen the rules by increasing the rate of emission
reductions to 90%, basing the reductions on actual current emissions rather than coal
content and restoring the 150% offset for future increased MErcury emissions.

This is a health issue to our members. They are very active anglers and they are
concerned that the fish that they bring home to their spouses and children are heavily
contaminated by mercury. They are concerned that studies by the National Academy of
Science and the Center for Disease Control indicate that 1 out of 12 women in the United
States have blood mercury levels in excess of that deemed safe from a health standpoint

~ and that 60,000 children born each year in the United States may have their health
impaired by the presence of mercury in their bodies. The source of mercury in most
humans is the ingestion of fish contaminated with mercury. You have the responsibility
to act to reduce this health hazard to Wisconsin citizens. '

Some will argue for no or weak mercury regulations in Wisconsin because of potential
adverse economic impacts to business. However the absence of strong mercury
regulations is very harmful to the many small resorts, bait shops, gas stations and
restaurants that depend on fishing for their tourism business. The traditional first question
to resort owners is: How is the fishing? The current second question is now: What is the
fish advisory on your lake? Businesses should not be able to harm human health or the
livelihood of other businesses by emitting dangerous pollutants into the air. Furthermore
during my thirty-two years experience in environmental protection, those dire projected
business costs have never borne out. :

You will hear from some that Wisconsin should not act because state emissions are a
small percentage of total global emissions. That ignores the fact that Wisconsin sources _



we reduce our emissions we can make a significant contri 0 the reduction of
mercury in our lakes and streams. Secondly, the Federation does advocate for strong
federal regulations to improve the health of our citizens---stronger than those currently
proposed by the Federal Administration. How can Secretary Hassett or the Wisconsin
Congressional delegation fight for tough new federal regulat or Wisconsin citizens if
Wisconsin does not act or if it only adopts & 1o 653% mereun iction level---
which is the actual reduction of mercury in the rule before you today-----it is not an 80%
reduction or the 90% reduction so strongly called for by the public at the hearings on this
rule, :

In the similar situation in 1986, Wisconsin led the nation by adopting strong acid rain
regulations. Not only did they work well in Wisconsin from both an environmental and
economic standpoint, they became the model for the acid rain provisions of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990. That is the opportunity and I would argue the responsibility
that you have before you today. - '

You are not alone in making this decision. Both the states of Connecticut and North
Carolina have adopted mercury emission reduction provisions more protective of human
health than those before you today.

The Wisconsin Wildlife Federation, while supporting the proposed rule, strongly requests
you to modify its provisions by requiring the reduction of mercury emissions by 90% of
the current emissions and by requiring the offset of 150% for new mercury emissions.

In conclusion, in April of this year, 82% of Wisconsin voters spoke loudly by adopting
the Constitutional Amendment for the Right to Fish. Two weeks ago one of my members
said to me, “you know, when we adopted the constitutional right to fish, I thought that
included the right to eat the fish.” It is up to you to determine whether our rights include
the right to eat our fish.



Revised Mercury Rules
June 2003

Critical Considerations

*  Planning and Design Period — The proposed rules do not require mercury emission reductions until
seven years after promulgation (2010). This provides time for refinement of mercury control
technologies, planning and design for controls, and initiating the installation of equipment.

»  Staged Insiallation Schedule — There are 42 coal-fired boilers at the four utilities affected by the
proposal. The schedule we are preposing does not require all these units to be controlled at the same
time. We recognize that equipment installation must be staged to avoid disruption in service. Thus
the proposal has an initial reduction at year seven (2010) and a final reduction at year twelve (26G135).

s Compliance Flexibility - Fach of the four major utilities is allowed to average their IMErcury entission
reduction requirement across their entire system allowing flexibility in the deciding how the mercury
reductions will be achieved. In addition, the four major utilities can enter into agreements with each
other to exchange excess mercury reductions to meet the rule requirements,

¢ Multi-pollutant Approach — The proposal allows relief from the initial reduction requirement if a
major utility is interested in pursuing a multi-poliutant approach.

*  Fuel Mix - The proposal does not force utilities to switch to natural £as to meet mercury reduction
requirements. The reductions proposed can be met by installation of controls on existing coal-fired
units. Fuel switching is an option not a mandated action.

*  Electric Reliability Waiver ~ It is recognized that unanticipated events beyond the control of a utility
may result in mercury emissions above the proposed limitations, The proposal includes a provision
that would allow a waiver under these circumstances. The Public Service Commission would be
consulted as part of any waiver request.

* Variance — In addition to the waiver there is provision for a variance that could specify a different
schedule or reduction level or both based on a showing of technological or economic infeasibility.
The Public Service Commission would also be consulted as part of the variance review.

*  Periodic Evaluation of Requirements — At two specific times a report to the Natural Resources Board
is required that would allow for revision to mereury reduction requirements based on control
technology development and other factors,

Summary Table

| PROPOSED RULES

Utilities Affected — Affects all major utilities in the state
(mercury emissions greater that 100 pounds per year) —
Dairyland Power Cooperative, WE Energies, Wisconsin
Public Service Cooperation and Alliant Energy. i
Determining Baseline Emissions - Baseline emissions Only major utilities are required to set baseline

No change

musst be determined by a procedure that includes emissions. Mercury content in fuel and fuel
evaluation of historical fuel mercury content and use consumption are the foundation for cstablishing the
information from the vears 1998 through 2000. This baseline. Supports methodology favored by major
requirement affects major utilities (>100 pounds per utilities. The need for historieal data is minimized and
year) and other significant sources (10 pounds per this method avoids the issues of determining current
year). Stack emissions of mercury are the foundation for equipment performance and lack of credit for recent
establishing the baseline. changes at a facility. This method puts all major

utilities on a uniform footing with good quality control
on mercury testing. Facilities keep good records of coal
consumption so using current and historical basis is
fair. No penalty for alveady having made improvements




sinee the baseling is from uncontrolled emissions.

Emissions Cap ~ Beginning in the 4" year affer
promulgation a cap is placed on mercury emissions from
each major utifity and other significant commercial and
industrial sources.

Cap becomes effective in 2008 for major utifities.
Industry mercury emissions would not be subject to
emission caps. A voluntary program to reduce mercury
emissions will be developed. Progress on this voluntary
program would be provided to the NRRB,

Major Utility Reduction Requirement — Three
reductions reguired over a fificen-year period — 30% fve
years, 30% in ten vears and 90% in

Fifteen years.

The fifteen-year 30/50/90 percent reduction requirement
for major utilities is replaced with a two-step reduction
requirement that resalts in 80% reduction of
uncontrolled mercury emissions in 12 years (2013}, An
initial reduction of 40% is required at seven years
{2010,

Electric Reliability — Variance process provided in the
proposed rules

Specific efectric reliability waiver that may provide
short-term relief if certain circumstances are met is
added. PSC would be consulted. A variance for
economic or technological hardships would be retained.

Emission Offsets — New utility sources that have
mercury erissions greater than 10 pounds per year are
reguired to obtain offsets at aratio of 1.5t0 1.0,

The requiremnent for offsets for new IICICUry emission
seurces is eliminated. Significant new sources would be
required to limit mercury emissions through application
of centrol technology if not covered by a federal
reguiresnent under section 112 of the Clean Air Act,

Trading - Emission reduction credits can be used by
major utilities to meet reduction requirements in the
rules. These are credits that are created by poliution
reduction projects initiated by industrial and commercial
sources or by mercury containing product collection
program. '

Trading provisions are Jargely eliminated. Additional
analyses have determined thal you canmot accurately
measure the amount of credit from a product collection

program or reduction at a source af process emissions.

Additionally, the amount of credit that was initiaily felt
to be available from industrial combustion sources s
niuch less than anticipated. One source, Videan
Chemical, mav be in a position to set the marker price.,

Compliance Flexibility - Major utilities can average
their mercury emissions across their entire system to
demonstrate compliance. In addition, % of required
reductions may be achieved by obtaining emission
reduction credits from the frading provisions.

System-wids averaging is mamtained. Emission
reduction credits are not available to mect rule
requirements. Major utilities can enter into agreements
with each other to share reductions to meet rule
requirements,

Utilities would be required to comply annually with the
reduction requirements. However, they will have
opportunity to true-up over two years if a timely
commitment is made.

A multi-pollutant option is included that would allow
relief from the initial reduction requirement of 40% to
accommodate those major utilities that desire additional
time for comprehensive planning if they choose this
approach,

Periodic Evaluation — Proposed rules include a review
every 18 months.

Evaluation report provided at 6 years (2009) and 10
years (2013). In addition, a NRB report would oceur
upon the promulgation of a federal regulation or
enactment of a federal faw that addresses utility mercury
cmissions in the state,
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Testimony before the Natural Resources Board
for Mercury Air Emission Reductions

Good morning Mr. Vice-Chair and Members of the Board. The Wisconsin Wildlife
Federation would like to thank you for the epportunity to testify on this important new
regulation. The Wildlife Federation is the largest conservation organization in Wisconsin
made up of 82 hunting, fishing and trapping organizations located throughout the State of
Wisconsin. We are also the Wisconsin affiliate of the National Wildlife Federation.

The Wisconsin Wildlife Federation was one of the initial petitioners for mercury
emission reduction rules .\We are testifying here today in support of the rule, but in all
candor, we barely support the proposed regulations and request that this Board strengthen
the rules by increasing the rate of reductions to 90%, basing the reductions on actual
current emissions rather than coal content and restoring the 150% offset for future
increased mercury emissions.

This is & health issue to our members. They are very active anglers and they are
concerned that the fish that they bring home to their spouses and children are heavily
contaminated by mercury, They are concerned that studies by the National Academy of
Science and the CDC indicate that 1 out of 12 women in the United States have blood
levels in excess of that deemed safe from 3 health standpoint and that 60,000 children in
the US have had their health impaired by the presence of mercury in their bodies, The
source of mercury in most humans is the ingestion of fish contaminated with mercury,
This Board has the responsibility to act to reduce this health hazard to Wisconsin citizens.

Some will argue for no or weak mercury regulations in Wisconsin because of adverse
economic impacts to business. However the absence of strong mercury regulations is
very harmful to the many resorts, bait shops, gas stations and restaurants that depend on
fishing for their tourism business. The traditional first question to resort owners is: How
is the fishing? The current second question is now: What is the fish advisory on vour
lake? Businesses should not be able to harm human health or the livelihood of other
businesses by emitting dangerous pollutants into the air.

You will hear flom some that Wisconsin should not act because Wisconsin emissions are
a small percentage of total global emissions. That ignores the fact that Wisconsin sources
contribute the substantially highest percentage of the mercury that falls in our waters. If
we reduce our emissions we can make a significant contribution to the reduction of
mercury in our waters. Secondly, we do need strong federal regulations to ultimately
improve the health of our citizens---stronger than those currently proposed. How can




Secretary Hassett or the Wisconsin Congressional delegation fight for tough new federal
regulations for Wisconsin citizens if Wisconsin does not act or if it only adopts 2 60 % to
65% mercury reduction level--—which is the actual reduction of mercury in the rule
before you today—---it is not an 80% reduction or the 90% reduction so strongly called
for by the public at the hearings on this rule. :

In the similar situation in 1986, Wisconsin led the nation by adopting strong acid rain
regulations, Not only did they work well in Wisconsin from both an environmental and
economic standpoint, they became the mode! for the acid rain provisions of the Clean
Air Act Amendments off 1990, That is the opportunity and ¥ would argue the
responsibility that you have before you today.

You are not alone in making this decision. Both the states of Connecticut and North
Carolina have adopted mercury emission reduction provisions stronger than those before
you today.

The Wisconsin Wildlife Federation, while supporting the proposed rule, strongly requests
you to modify its provisions to require the reduction of mercury emissions by 90% of the
current emissions and require the offset of 150% for new MErcury emissions.

In conclusion, in April of this year, 82% of Wisconsin voters spoke loudly by adopting
the Constitutional Amendment Right to Fish. Two weeks ago one of my members said to
me, “you know, when we adopted the constitutional right to fish, I thought that included
the right to eat the fish.” It is up to this Board to determine whether our rights include the
right to eat our figh.




Wisconsin Interfaith Climate & Energy Campaign

www.coejlorgfaction/ce_senateenergy shiml

Interfaith Leaders’ Letter to the U.S. Senate in
Support of Bold Energy Conservation Program

February, 2002

Dear Senator:

As leaders of major faith communities, we write to you, our senators, at a moment of great
moral urgency for our nation and the planet - God's children and God's creation. We
caution Congress not to adopt an energy policy based on short-term regard for long term
solutions. On May 18, 2001, 41 heads of major denominations and senjor religious leaders
Jjoined in issuing “Let There Be Light: An Interfaith Call for Energy Conservation and
Climate Justice.” In this document, they lifted up these moral stakes of a sustainable
energy policy:

"dt stake are. the future of God's creation on earth; the nature and durability of
our economy; our public heaith and public lands; the environment and quality of
life we bequeath our children and grandchildren. We are being called to consider
national purpose not just policy,”

Drawing upon scripture, the statement affirmed the importance of considering long-
standing principles of faith and values concerning all of creation - stewardship, covenant,
Justice, prudence, solidarity, and intergenerational equity. Today, more than ever, these
precepts should guide our action. Recent events remind us of the intimate link between the
safety of people and the reliability of cur energy system. Efforts to preserve the
environment are ever more clearly necessary in order to protect human life. Security and
sustainability are inextricably linked. '

We agree with President Bush’s statement on October 11 that said, "The less dependent we
are on foreign sources of crude oil, the more secure we are at home." Yet, it is clear that we
do not have sufficient domestic reserves to replace foreign oil supplies. Conservation and
reducing our dependence on oil and other fossil fuels is critical to achieving energy
independence and can be accomplished in economically responsible and economically
beneficial ways.

_ _ servation and the development of the cleanest
technologies possible are the wisest; most just, and mos ‘prudent means to fulfill our moral
obligations to ensure the health and well-being of the American people and people around
the world, now and for generations to come. We have established Interfaith Climate and
Energy campaigns in 21 states that are educating congregations on the link between energy
conservation and renewable energy sources that benefit climate change reduction.

Concerning energy use; we believe that cor

Rooted in moral values and concern for God's creation and God's children, we support the
following energy policy initiatives:




»  Raise substantially vehicle fuel economy across the board in the shortest feasible
timeframe, and require SUVs, minivans, and passenger cars to meet the same
standard.

+ Develop strategies to encourage the auto industry to further design and produce
vehicles using hybrid-electric, fuel cell, and other promising clean technologies,
and provide incentives for their purchase,

+ Support substantially increased funding for inter-city rail and metropolitan mass
transit to provide attractive and functional alternatives to single occupancy autos.

o Fill the Strategic Petroleum Reserve and increase it with the least possible
environmental damage.

We strongly oppose policies that would allow drilling or mining in our nation's dwindling
wild lands and places important to the traditional cultures of indigenous peoples. We
specifically oppose drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. Conservation is a
morally superior alternative to drilling in such places. Furthermore, conservation is also
more effective, providing much greater benefits that are more permanent, rather than a
modest and short-lived increase in oi} supply.

Alongside energy concerns that relate directly tooil, we have longstanding distress aboilt
other health and environmental effects of energy policy, including global climate change.

Therefore, we support policies that wo

in renewable energy research and development
| lar and biomass technologies.
= Include carbon dioxide as a regulated pollutant from power plants.
+ Apply the strictest feasible energy efficiency standards to consumer products,
including air conditioners. '
* Increase funds for the Low Income Energy Assistance Program and other programs
to alleviate economic hardship on low-income people caused by high energy prices.

» Invest significantly more reso

with a focus on wind; geotherm:

Now is the time to embrace energy conservation and efficiency and alternative energy
development as the central strategies of our nation's energy policy. The energy policies we
adopt in the coming debate must reflect our resolve as a nation to be faithful to our values
and to fulfill our obligations at a time of national crisis.

God calls humans to strive toward peace, Justice, and harmony for all of creation. We have
called on our congregants and communities to practice energy conservation as part of our
values. Now we urgently call on the United States Congress and the Administration. As
this critical issue comes forward for legislative action, we call upon our senators to reflect
and act as God's stewards. The same energy policies that will help achieve peace for
humankind by reducing our dependence on oil will create greater barmony within creation
by protecting the environment. '

Together, we can achieve energy solutions that embody and promote justice, stewardship,
and intergenerational responsibility. We urge you to consider and consult these values as
you evaluate the energy policy options before the nation and work to pass responsible and
effective legislation. :



Yours faithfully,

1,200 signatures including:

Wisconsin Religious Leaders
Organizations and affiliations are listed for identification purposes only

AU SABLE ENVIRONMENTAL INSTITUTE
Dr. Calvin B. DeWitt, Director and Professer of Environmental Studies
Au Sable Environmental Instifute and UW. -Madison, Madison

AMERICAN BAPTIST CHURCH
Rev. Arlo R. Reichter, Executive Director, American Baptist Churches of Wisconsin

BUDDHIST
Rev. Toshu John Neatrour, Buddhist Priest, Milwaukee Zen Center, Milwaukee

CHURCH WOMEN UNITED
Ms. Beverly Ferguson, State President

EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH IN AMERICA

Rev. Dick Blomker, Pastor, ELCA, Lake Edge Lutheran Church, Madison

Rev. Sue Moline Larson, Director, Wisconsin Lutheran Office of Public Policy, Madison
Bishop Peter Rogness, Greater Milwaukee Synod, Evangelical Lutheran Church in America

GREEK ORTHODOX CHURCH
Fr. Ted T. Trifon, Sts Constantine and Helen Greek Orthodox Church, Milwaukee

INTERFAITH

Rev. Dave Steffenson, Ph.D., Executive Coordinater, Wisconsin Interfaith Climate Change
Campaign of WI Interfaith IMPACT

Rev. Aden Ward, President, Policy Board, Wisconsin Interfaith IMPACT

Mr. Marcus White, Executive Director, Interfaith Conference of Greater Milwaukee

JEWISH ‘
Rabbi Marc E. Berkson, Congregation Emanu-Ei B’ne Jershuir, Milwaukee
Rabbi Jay R. Brickman, Emeritus, Congregation Sinai, Miiwaukee

Rabbi David Brusin, Congregation Shur Hadash, Milwaukes

Rabbi David B. Cohen, Congregation Sinai, Milwaukee

Rabbi Dena Feingold, Beth Hillel Congregation, Kenosha

Ms. Barbara L Kuhn, Wisconsin Jewish Conference, Milwaukee

Rabbi Simcha Prombaum, Sons of Abraham Congregation, LaCrosse

Rabbi Brian Serle, Congregation Beth El, Sheboygan

Ms. Payla Simon, Executive Director, Milwaukee Jewish Council for Community Relations
Rabbi Sidney Vineburg, Cnesses Isracl Synagogue, Green Bay

Rabbi Ira 8. Youdovin, Congregation B nai Israel, Oshkosh

KOREAN PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
Rev. Jin Kwang Chang, Pastor, Korean Presbyterian Church of Madison




PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH USA .
Rev. Philip C. Brown, Executive Presbyter, The Presbytery of Milwaukee
Rev. Hal Murry, Executive Presbyter, John Knox Presbytery

ROMAN CATHOLIC

Sister Michelle Balek, OSF, North American Region Coordinator, Franciscans International,
Milwaukee, W1

Mr. Rich Bogovich, National Ce-Organizer, Catholics for Ecological Conversion

Sister Miriam Brown, OP, Director, Churches’ Center for Land and Pecple, Sinsanawa
Sister Mary Christine, CSA, Congregation of St. Agnes, Fond du Lac

Rt. Rev. E. Thomas De Wane, O. Praem, Abbot, St. Norbert Abbey, DePere

Rev. Jude Peters, OCD, Discalced Carmelite Friars, Washington Province

Sister Mary Francis Gebhard, Justice and Peace Coordinator, St. Bede Monastery, Eau Claire

UNITARIAN

Rev. Joy D. Gasta, Minister, Norway and West Paris, Maine, Unitarian =
Universalist Churches

Rev. Michael A. Schuler, Pastor, 1st Unitarian Society, Madison

Rev. Elena L. Rigg, , Unitarian Church North, Milwaukee

UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST

Rev. Dr. Thomas O. Bentz, Southeast Association Minister, Wisconsin Conference, UCC
Wauwatosa _

Rev. Janice L. Davis, Northeast Association Minister, Wisconsin Conference, UCC Appleton
Rev, Gail O’Neal, Associate Conference Minister, Wisconsin Conference

UNITED METHODIST CHURCH :

Rev. Donald L. Frank, District Superintendent, Chippewa District, Wisconsin United Methodist
Conference Eau Claire

Rev. Dr. Thomas O. Garmbhart, District Superintendent, Metro-South District, Wisconsin United
Methodist Conference, Milwaukee

Mr. Walt Jackson, Chair, Board of Church and Society, Wisconsin Conference, UMC, Sun Prairie
Rev. Hee Sco Jung, District Superintendent, Nicolet District, Wisconsin United Methodist
Conference Appleton Nicolet District, Wisconsin United Methodist Conference

Ms. Audrey Kammerud, Mission Coordinator for Social Action, United Methodist Women of the
Wisconsin United Methodist Conference :

Bishop Sharon Zimmerman Rader, Wisconsin Conference of the United Methodist Church

Rev. Velma G. Smith, District Superintendent, Metro-North District, Wisconsin United
Methodist Conference Milwaukee, W1

Rev. Forrest Wells, District Superintendent, Coulee District, Wisconsin United Methodist
Conference, Sun Prairie

Rev. Wesley White, President, Wisconsin Chapter, United Methodist Federation for Social Action,
La Crosse :

WISCONSIN COUNCIL OF CHURCHES

Rev. Gretchen Lord Anderson, Associate Director, Sun Prairie

Rev. Dr. Jerry L. Folk, Executive Director, Wisconsin Council of Churches, Sun Prairie
Rev. Kenneth L. Pennings, Coordinator for Local Ecumenism, Sun Prarie




TOURISM WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF TOURISM

Jim Dovle, Governor : Bitsal Holperin, Secretary

Senate Committee on Environment and Natural Resources
Assembly Committee on Natural Resources

Joint Meeting, Wednesday, August 13, 2003

Topic: Clearinghouse Rule 01-081

-Thank you for providing an opportunity to articulate the Wisconsin
Department of Tourism’s support for Clearinghouse Rule 01-081 relating to
requiring the reduction of inorganic mercury emissions from electric utility
power plants in Wisconsin over the next 12 years.

-Secretary Hassett and perhaps others carlier today made the point that
tourism, including recreational angling or sport fishing, contributes $11.7
billion annually to our state economy. That, obviously, is a substantial
amournt.

-One main reason that Wisconsin enjoys such a strong recreation economy is
that, traditionally, this state has paid attention to basics regarding the
protection and promotion of our priceless natural resources.

-Historically, it has been the Wisconsin way to set aside land and water for
recreation, to protect these assets from degradation, and then to make the
resources open and available for multiple use by the public...including and
especially visitors to our state.

-This strategy has paid off year after year in increasing revenues from
recreational travelers.

-So, I am here to urge your committees to advance this rule so that mercury
emissions from at least one major point source will be significantly reduced
over the next 12 years.
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-As recent research shows, continuing declines in inorganic atmospheric
mercury should have almost immediate effects on levels of methyl mercury
in game fish...and that holds out strong hope that the fish consumption
advisories currently applied to nearly all of Wisconsin’s waterways can be
relaxed or even lifted...and maybe sooner rather than later.

-Fishing is an anchor sport for this state’s recreation economy. [ think
everyone recognizes its significance. Positive action on this mercury

emission rule will have positive effects on fishing and tourism in Wisconsin.

-Advancing this rule is the right choice and I thank committee members for
your actior.

Jim Holperin, Secretary
Wisconsin Department of Tourism



Public Service Commission of Wisconsin

Ave M. Bie, Chairperson 610 North Whitney Way
Joseph P. Mettner, Commissioner : P.0. Box 7854
Robert M. Garvin, Commissioner Madison, WI 53707-7854

October 2, 2001

Mr. Jon Heinrich
Department of Natural Resources
Bureau of Air Management

P.O. Box 7921

Madison, WI 53707

Re:  Department of Natural Resources Proposed Revisions to Wis,
Admin. Code Relating to the Control of the Atmospheric AM-27-01

Deposition of Mercury '

Dear Mr. Heinrich:

The following are comments from the Public Service Commission (Commission) in'opposition

to the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) proposed administrative rules (Chapter NR 446

Control of Mercury Emissions) to regulate mercury emissions from power plants in the state of
Wisconsin. The proposed rule targets coal-fired generation as the principal source of the :
mercury reductions, although the draft regulations also identify waste incinerators, industrial
boilers, and other stationary emissions that release more than ten pounds of mercury a year. The

DNR’s proposed rules would compel our state’s energy providers to reduce their current level of
¢ to fifieen years.

mercury emissions by 90 percent over the next twelve
No one disputes the DNR’s Iofiy policy objectives nor its landable efforts to ensure Wisconsin is
the “first in the country” to take affirmative steps to establish rules designed to reduce the level
of mercury in our streams and lakes. We reco gnize that increasing mercury levels in our lakes is
a real envirommental problem. We have ail read or heard about the mumerous fish consumption
advisories issued by health officials in Wisconsin and our neighboring states at least partly due to

‘mercury contamination in fish. Tt is also an issue that both sportsmen and traditional

environmental groups can agree upon, and they have formed an unusual alliance that generally is

in support of the DNR’s proposed regulations.

While we share the concerns of the public over the increased levels of mercury in our takes,
rivers, and streams, our agency is taking this unusual step of actively opposing these proposed
rules on the grounds that such rules would: '

* present unacceptable future impacts on the reliability of the state’s electric supply

portfolio; .
present adverse future impacts on the state’s electric generation fuel mix:

result in unreasonable rate increases for Wisconsin's electric consumers;
* produce insignificant environmental and health benefits;

TTY: (668) 267-1479

Fax: {608) 266-3957
. R R TR e R S S

Telephone: (608) 266-5481
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* represent an endorsement of a fundamentally flawed state-based mercury reductions

program.

The Natural Resources Board, at its meeting on December &, 2001, directed the DNR staff to
iy

promulgate rules that protected the public health and the environment, but are cost-effective,

reasonable, and do not interfere with the ability of electric utilities to supply thé state’s energy
eeds. The proposad rules simply fail to comply with the Board’s directive—the rules are not

cost-effective, are not reasonable, and will interfore with the ability of electric utilities to supply

the state’s energy needs.

On July 31, 2001, the Commission issued a Notice of Investi gation under docket {)S—EI-BO_ to
solicit comments from electric utilities, independent power producers, and interested persons on
the potentizl impacts on the reliability, fuel mix, and cost of the state’s existin ¢ and planned
generation portfolio as a result of the Mercury Emissions Rules being proposed by the DNR.
The investigation was cormmenced pursuant to the authority of the Commission under Wis. Stat,

§8 196.02(7) and 196.28.

The concerns expressed by the public in our informal investigation were gencrally in opposition

to the proposed rule. ’

While our agency supports mercury emissions standards that are based on established s¢ience
and provide a clear benefif to the environment, the proposed rules establish a completely
unrealistic timetable to achieve mercury reductions in light of the uncertainty regarding the '
availability to commercially viable control technologies to address this important problem. Like
many of the commenters in our investigation, our agency simply does not believe that proven
technology vet exists to control mereury emissions from coal-fired power plants to the extent
mandated by the proposed rule. The proposed rule is simply not realistic given the current state
of reduction technologies available. The proposed reduction requirements of 30 percent in five
years, 50 percent in ten years, and 90 percent in fifteen years from a baseline would drive electric
utilities to fuel switch from coal to natural gas. This would require massive capital expenditures

o prematurely retire coal-fired production facilities and result iri the construction of many new

natural gas-fired replacement facilities. This type of dramatic “switching” of fuel sources would

cost the consumers in our state millions of dollars over a relatively short period of timme. For
these reasons, if the DNR believes that a state-based program is desirable over the federal efforts
to deal with mercury, it should focus its efforts on achieving a more realistic ten percent
reduction In mercury emissions by 2007 and a 40 percent reduction by 2012. In addition, we
believe that a much betfer approach would be 2 multi-poliutant reduction program that would

require emission reductions in multiple pollutants with environmental benefits beyond existing

regulations,
ur state’s electrical generation. Qur

Currently, coal-fired power plants provide well over half of o
energy companies deliver low cost

state’s valuable and relizble fossil fieet has helped our state’s
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ens for several decades. The unforeseen cost consequences of

and reliable electricity to our citiz
may see cozl-fired generation si gnificantly decline as a

this rule, if implemented too rapidly,
viable fuel source in our economy.

Our agency is deeply concemed that the proposed offset provision would have a chilling effect
on future development of coal-fired generation in the state. It is extremely doubtful that
sufficient offsets would be available affer ten years and most certainly after fifteen years to allow

development of new coal-fired generation. The state’s current fuel mix of approximately
70 percent coal, 15 percent nuclear; and 10 bercent natural gas would be drastically changed. If
these rules were to ever be promulgated, our state’s fuel mix would be predominately natural

gas. This would negatively impact hoth the reliability and cost of the state’s generation
portfolio. The potential shut down of existing coal-fired power plants and replacing them with

natural gas-fired technology would be very costly. Equally important, it is questionable that
sufficient gas pipeline capacity exists or could be built to satisfy such a high percentage of
natural gas fueled electric production capacity over such a short period of time. A more
reasonable and tecknically feasibje approach would be to require a Maximum Available Control
Technolo gy (MACT) for new coal plant emissions consistent with developing federal standards.

our state’s utilities and other industries have worked to

O,) and sulfur oxides {SO;). In order to comply with tighter
environmental regulations, our utilities have installed a variety of téchnologies at their coal-fired
plants including scrubbers, which are used to remove acid rain-causing sulfur oxides from
smokestacks. In addition, they are currently in the process of installing catalytic converters,
similar to those used in automnobiles, to remove nitrous oxide, which contributes to ground-level

ozone pollution.

There is no doubt that the DNR and
reduce emissions of nitrous oxide (N

But achieving mercury reductions is 4 much more difficult and expensive task than either sulfur
oxides or nitrous oxide. The DNR has not adequately addressed the impact of a “Wisconsin
only” strategy ahead of federal regulations. The United States Environmental Protection Agency

(USEPA) is moving forward to implement mercury reduction standards by 2003. Regional
contributions to mereury deposition need to be better understood along with their impacts on

Wisconsin’s environment, and it i therefore unwise to move forward with a Wisconsin-only
rulemaking before the USEPA rules are set, -

Apart from the tremendous financial consequences on businessss and ultimately ratepayers these
med about the effectiveness on the ultimate goal—which

rules would have, our agency s concer
is to reduce the level of mereury in our lakes and streams. Even if Wisconsin adopts stringent

and costly regulations to limit mercury emissions from its power plants, will they actually

achieve the reductiong?

There may be factors that are entirely out of Wisconsin’s contro! that are driving the increased
ercury levels in our lakes. Again, this argument is more for a tederal, rather than a state-based,




© rule, if adopted now,
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initiative that will do little to address the problem we face in our state. For these TEasons,
creating a balkanized mercury emissions policy in Wisconsin makes litile sense at the present

tirne.

CONCLUSION

While we share the DNRs inferest in addressing this impc}rtanf environmental issue, we have
deep reservations shout the economic, reliability-related, and practical consequences that such a
would have on our state’s economy and 1fs citizens. As members of the
Public Service Commission, our regulatory responsibility is to the “consuming public.” We
believe policymakers at all levels should be careful about a “regulate first, study later” approach
to an emissions policy that strikes at the heart of Wisconsin’s traditional diverse fuel mix {coal,
gas, nuclear, renewables) for producin g electricity. For these reasons, the Public Service
Commission of Wisconsin urges the Board to reject the current proposed rules or direct the staff

to substantially modify these proposed rules. .

Joseph P. Metter Robert M. Garvin
Comimissioner

Ave M. Bie

Chairperson Cormmissioner

AMB/IPM/RMG/ DL ke Cernmissionere Letters/AM-2 7-G1



NR 446.01 is amended to read:

NR 446.01  Applicability; purpose. (1) APPLICABILITY. This chapter applies to all

air contaminant sources which may emit mercury and to their owners and operators. This chapter
does not apply to sources subiect to federal mercury emission limitations.




NR 446.08 (2) is amended to read: )

NR 446.08 (2) Nothing in this section precludes the owner or operator of a major um;ty
from achieving compliance with the emission limits of s. NR 446.06(1)(a}. (2), and 3) by <
obtaining excess mercury emission reduction credits generated by another major utility. Excess
mercury emission redaction credits senerated by a major utility that are not used for compliance
purposes in the year enerated mav be hanked for use for compliance purposes in future years.
Excess mercury emission reduction credits may be generated by a major utility for excess
reductions below the requirements of s. NR 446.06(1)a) during the ime between October 1,

2003, and January 1, 2008.




Multi-emission Alternative

NR 446.07 is amended to read:

NR 446.07 Multi-pollutant reduction alternative. (1) The owner or operator of a major utility
may request the department to approve a multi-pollutant alternative that provides relief from
meeting the mercury reduction requirement specified in 5. NR 446.06 (2) and (3). Existing
multi-pollutant agreements established pursuant to s. 299.80 Wisconsin Statutes shall qualify as a
multi-pollutant reduction alfernative and not be subject to sub. (2) through (6).
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Lawmers
Tackle Mercury
Regulation

fter more than two vears in the

agency rulemaking process, a
Department of Natural Resources
proposal to regulate power-plant
mercury emissions came before a joint
hearing of the Legislature’s two
natural resources committees in
mid-August.

Though the committees had not
vyet acted at press time for this month’s
Wisconsin Energy Cooperative News,
they were expected to send the pro-
posed rule back to the DNR with a re-
quest for further modifications.

The draft called for elimination
of 80 percent of mercury emissions
from four Wisconsin utilities, includ-
ing Dairyland Power Cooperative, by
2015.

No one who spoke at the August
hearing questioned the desirability
of reducing environmental mercury,
but many disputed the effect of the
proposed rule,

Commitiee members listen intently to testimony on the Department of Natural Resources’

proposed mercury emissions rule. Shown left to right are State Reps. Scott Gunderson (R—
Union Grove); DuWayne Johnsrud (R-Eastman), Assembly Natural Resources Committee chair);
State Sen. Neal Kedzie (R-Elkhorn); and Committee Clerk Dan Johnson of Kedzie's staff.

One was Dave Hoopman of the
Wisconsin Federation of Cooperatives,
who noted that atmospheric mercury
comes from worldwide sources, and
only about half of total emissions are
subject to human control.

Of that half, he said, U.S. power
plants account for between 1 and 2
percent, and of that small amount, per-

cent, and of that small amount, Wis-
consin power plants produce about 2
percent. The proposed rule would af-
fect a scant 0.00016 percent of global
mercury emissions, he calculated.
Dairyland has estimated imple-
menting the rule as proposed would
mean about a 5-percent addition to
consumers’ monthly bills. B

Hunt Safely, Co-ops Caution

Meuming doves like to perch on
power lines, and that could be a

dangerous combination as the state
opens its first dove hunting season this
month, Wisconsin Electric Coopera-
tive Association Statewide Manager

David Jenkins says.

Noting that the association
supports the right to fish and hunt
wild game, Jenkins cautioned hunters
to avoid shooting at doves on power
lines for their own safety as well as
the sake of electric reliability.

“It’s illegal to shoot at the
equipment on power poles and power
lines,” he observed. “Doing so jeopar-
dizes the shooter in more ways than
those specified by the law.”

Damage to wires, poles, and re-
lated equipment runs up maintenance
costs for co-op members, and z shot
doesn’t have to bring down a line for
lives to be in danger, Jenkins said. ®

Oconto Welcomes
New Manager

yron €. Nolde

assumes the
duties of general
manager at Oconto
Electric Coopera-
tive September 2,

In announcing
Nolde’s appoint-
ment to succeed
Tony Anderson, who left to take the
manager’s post at Cherryland Electric
Co-op in Michigan, the board of di-
rectors credited Nolde with “the
experience and leadership skills
necessary to lead Oconto Electric

Byron Noide

WWW.Wecnmagazine. comns
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For Immediate Release

Research shows mercury rules would have little effect on Wisconsin lakes
"Wisconsin Mercury Deposition Case Study” forwarded to stafe for review

Contact: Bill Skewes, WUA May 31, 2002
608-231-6814

MILWAUKEE - Mercury deposition in most areas of the state would decline by less than five
percent even if emissions from the state's power plants were completely eliminated. Thatis a
key finding from the "Wisconsin Mercury Deposition Case Study” conducted by Atmospheric
and Environmental Research, Inc., managed by the Electric Power Research Institute, and
sponsored by the Wisconsin Utilities Association (WUA). WUA announced these findings today
and is requesting that the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) consider this
information as it determines state mercury reduction requirements.

Last year, the DNR proposed rules that would require the state's major utilities to reduce
mercury emissions from coal-fueled power plants by 30, 50 and 90 percent over five, 10 and 15
years, respectively. WUA supports reductions of 10 and 40 percent over five and 10 years,
respectively, for these affected sources.

"We think it's a good idea to reduce the lfevel of mercury in the environment and we support
reasonable state rules for reducing mercury from coal-fueled power plants,” said Bill Skewes
Executive Director of the Wisconsin Utilities Association. "However, this case study shows that
there would be limited environmental benefit achieved from the DNR's proposal. We think it is
important that utility customers be informed of the level of environmental improvement that can
realistically be accomplished by the state-only rules.”

The "Wisconsin Mercury Deposition Case Study” simulated the transport, chemical, and
physical transformations of mercury emissions using detailed chemical, meteorological,
precipitation, and geographic data. The model simulations focused on the upper Midwestern
and Northeastern United States. The DNR's inventory of in-state sources of mercury emissions
was a primary input to the model. The DNR estimates that slightly less than one third of mercury
released in the state comes from Wisconsin's coal piants.

The principal modeling result is that mercury deposition in Wisconsin declines by one to four
percent, even when the state’s coal plant emissions are completely eliminated.
These results are based on comparing modeling simulations with and without Wisconsin
utility emissions of mercury included. The model was verified using actual mercury deposition
data measured through the Mercury Deposition Network (MDN). Four of the 30 MDN monitors
are located in Wisconsin.

-more-
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These findings are consistent with a study conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA} in the mid 1990's that estimated that less than seven percent of mercury
emissions from large coal-fueled utility boilers is deposited within 50 kilometers of the facility
and a study funded by the Lake Michigan Alir Directors Consortium (LADCO) released this year.
LADCO is a consortium comprised of the DNR and other state air regulatory agencies of the
upper Midwest. The LADCO study estimated that utility sources in Wisconsin contribute one to
five percent of mercury deposition. Both studies employed the most recent EPA models of
mercury deposition then available.

Model performance for the current modeling simulations was considered very good. The
simulations did, however, over-predict the amount of mercury being deposited in Wisconsin
compared to the measured data from the MDN monitors. Therefore, the estimates contained in
the current modeling are likely to represent an upper limit on the contribution of local and
regionai sources to mercury deposition in Wisconsin.

Utilities say that they would like their customers and state policy-makers to be more informed of
the science behind this environmental issue.

"Decision makers need to have a more realistic understanding of how much of the mercury in
Wisconsin lakes comes from the state's coal plants. We hope the DNR will review this data and
use it in the rule-making process,” said Skewes. "The final rules must achieve an acceptable
balance among environmental, energy and economic objectives and impacts.”

The proposed mercury control actions are intended to reduce in-state mercury deposition, and
ultimately mercury levels in the state’s fish. Much of the support for the rule has been based on
the potential to reduce state mercury fish advisories.

Although the study did not specifically evaluate the direct impact that reducing in-state mercury
reductions would have on state fish advisories, since the expected reduction in the level of
mercury deposited to lakes is so low, no reduction in fish advisories is anticipated.

The Wisconsin Utilities Association (WUA) represents the state's investor-owned power

providers before the Legislature and state regulatory agencies.
HHE#

Editor's note: For more information about the study contact:
Leonard Levin, Ph.D.

Program Manager, Air Toxics Health & Risk Assessment
Electric Power Research Institute

3412 Hillview Ave,

Palo Alto, California 94303 U.S.A.

phone: (650} 855-7929

fax: (650) 855-1069

e-mail: llevin@epri.com



Wisconsin Mercury Deposition Case Study - Summary of Results

Study Purpose

The purpose of the mercury modelng is to provide state policy makers with insights as to the potential outcome of
proposed NR446 mercury emission reduction regulations. The proposed mercury control actions are intended to
reduce in-state mercury deposition, and ultimately mercury levels in the state’s fish. Because information about
potential rule impacts was not available, Wisconsin utilities contracted for this work fo be conducted as part of the
public involvement process for the proposed rule-making,

The study was developed in cooperation with the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRY) and conducied by
Atmospheric and Environmental Research, Inc.

Objectives

The objective of this work was to estimate the effect of various emission sources on the atmospheric deposition of
mercury in Wisconsin. This project focused on the upper Midwest, and in particular the state of Wisconsin. The
project relied on well-characterized inventories of mercury atmospheric emission sources in Wisconsin and the other
states in the upper Midwest to calculate deposition in the region.

Model Specification and Performance

For this effort, EPRI simulated the global atrospheric cycling of mercury as well as its deposition on & finer
continental and regional scale. The modeling system used incorporated models at three spatial scales: a global scale
medel for initial conditions, with 8% x 10° grid cells encompassing a global source inventory; and the TEAM (Trace
Element Analysis Model), consisting of both a continental-scale dispersion model, with 100 kilometer (km) grid
spacing; and a sub-continental simmlation at 20 km spacing.

Model performance was evaluated by comparing model results at the finest 20 km scale with actual monitored 1998
deposition data from the Mercury Deposition Network (MDN) for Wisconsin and surrounding states. The MDN
database mncludes 27 sites in the United States (Including four it Wisconsin) and three sites in Canada. Compared
~with these values, the model tends to slightly over-predict deposition at the Wisconsin monitoring stations, The
normaiized error ranges from four percent to 36 percent at the four Wisconsin sites. Overall, the normalized gross
bias (and error) is 22 percent, which is well within reasonable performance parameters and considered a reputable
modeling effort.

Meodel bias is believed to be due to inexact mercury emission inventories (and their unknown mercury chemistries})
and to uncertain power plant plume chemical reactions involving mercury. In the latier case, both laboratory and
field measurements suggest that the ionic form of mercury in power plant plumes undergoes reactions that rapidly
convert it into the elemental form, which, in turn, does not significantly deposit locally or regionaily. Thus, the
mercury deposition simulations conducted in this study are likely to represent an upper bound on the contribution of
tocal and regional sources to mercury deposition in Wisconsin.

The study used 2 national mercury inventory developed by EPRI for the entire United States, but modified for
Wisconsin to incorporate the DNR’s 1997 mercury emissions inventory. The study mapped the estimated inventory
of both point sources (e.g., coal-fueled power plants) and area (e.g., mobile) sources within the state. Area sources
of mercury were distributed in the inventory according to population density.

Modeling Results

In addition to a base case, three emission reduction simulations were conducted. In the first, all anthropogenic
(man-made) mercury emissions from Wisconsin were set to zero. In the second, all anthropogenic mercury
emissions from Wisconsin plus all coal utility boiler emissions from Minnesota, lowa, {llinois, Indiana, Michigan,
Missouri, and Ohio were set to zere. In the third, all Wisconsin coal utility botler emissions wese set to zero. The
muodeling generally concluded that one to four percent comes from Wisconsin power plant emissions, four to 10
percent of mercury deposited in-state comes from the combined total of Wisconsin sources, and that 6-18% comes
from Wisconsin sources plus regional power plant emissions:
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Estimated Reduetions in Mercury Deposition at Model Locations Corresponding to Wisconsin MDN
Measurement Stations

MDN Site No Wiscensin No Wisconsin mercury No power plant
mereury enissions and no regional | mercury emissions in
emissions power plant mercury Wisconsin

emissions

WI03 — Brule River -6% -9% -1%

Wi0% — Popple River -5% ~8% -1%

WI36 - Trout Lake ~4% ~6% «1%

W99 — Lake Geneva -10% -18% -4% -

These estimates are consistent with the results of two other studies using U.S. Environumental Protection Agency
{(EPAY mercury models that have been conducted by state and federal regulatory agencies. The first study was
conducted by EPA in the mid-1990°s as part of the comprehensive Mercury Study Report to Congress, required as
part of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. This study estimated that less than seven percent of mercury emissions
from large coal-fueled utility boilers is deposited within 50 km of the facility.

The second study was funded by the Lake Michigan Air Disectors Consortium (LADCGO), and was released in
Tanuary of this year. It estimated that utility sources in Wisconsin contribute one to five percent of the simulated
wet deposition as measured at the four Wisconsin MDN monitors.

A key overall finding can be reached by comparing the major modeling efforts completed to date by both regulatory
agencies and EPRI, including this study, Even when acknowledging all the differences in model structure and years
simnulated, the models are in general agreement in their attribution of coal-fueled utility boiler mercury sources to
deposition. A common finding across the three modeling simulations — the Wisconsin Mercury Deposition Case
Study, the LADCO study and the EPA study - is that over most of the state all of the models aftribute less than 10
percent of local or regional deposition to utility sources,

Conclusions

“The Wisconsin Mercury Deposition Case Study estimated the effect of various emission sources on the atmospheric
deposition of mercury in Wisconsin. Applying this study to the proposed NR446 mercury emission, the most
tmportant finding is the low (one to four percent) estimate of mercury deposited in-siate that is attributed to
Wisconsin’s coal-fueled utility boilers. This is key given that the proposed mercury control actions are intended fo
reduce in-state mercury deposition, and ultimately mercury levels in the state’s fish. While this study did not
specifically evaluate the direct impact that reducing in-state mescury reductions would have on state fish advisories,
some general conclusions can be drawn. The study’s low estimates of mercury deposition that would be
accomplished from in-state mercury control actions strongly suggest that the resulting impact on mercury levels in
fish is also low, and that no reduction in fish advisories can be expected.
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